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EPA Cornmeats en the Pfizrrl Pham I RFI/RI Worlcplan 
for the Orlgipal ~roce88 lrasto Liner ( O m ) ,  ou9 

G s n o z l l  ccnmnanta 

In general, this wor)sglan has improved considerably Over the 
draft version. H o w e v e r ,  mme problems and concerns s t i l l  exist 
w i t h  the Field SaRQling Plan (YYY) and the Baseline R i s k  
AElsessment (BRA) portions of the workplan. 

consists of a data compilation effort  followed by stage 1 and 
stage 2 sampling*activitiea. It is unknown at this point the 
extent to which the proposed atage 1 sampling activfties w o u l d  be 
impacted by new information on the 0- which is to be gathered 
during the data compilation effort. For example, the number and 
l o c a t i o n  o€ the propoeed teat pits and boreholes may need to be 
changed due to logietical problems such as security requirements, 
heavy equipment access restrictions, etc. If it is determined 
that substantial modS.ficatioas to the proposed stage 1 field 
sampling activities need to be made, than DOE should submit a 
technical memoranda for EPA and CDH approval. 

t o  fully characterize the OPWL. m a  is due to the follow ng 
concerns: 1) tbe lack of analyaes for PCBa and peeticides in 
stage 1 f i e ld  sampling activities; 2) confusion OR s-ling 
intervals for investigation of pipelines (1CO or 203 feet) ;  3) 
failure to specify the number of soil samples to be t e e n  in each 
prosoeed test p i t ;  4) location of test pits  based on the  reaults 
of the surface soil radiological survey; 5)  the proposal to &ill 
boreholes only along the trench; and 6) the lack of a vadose zone 
monitoring program. 

The possibility &st8 that PCBs were the discharge<l.to t h e  
O m .  Therefore, assuming the absence of these contaminants at 
this stage ie premature. It is EPA's position that the gropoasd 
analytical list for stage 1 sample analysis ahould include 
analysis for PCBs and pesticides. If it is determined that these 
contaminants are not present i n  the O m ,  then there would not be 
a need for their analysis during any subsequent f i e l d  
investigatio~s. 

Section 7.3.1 otates that sampling interval along the 
pipel ine alignments is going to be 200 feet .  Later, in section 
7.3.1-1 the text states c h a t  sampljng interval along the 
pipelines alignmente ia going to be 100 feet- The FSP needs to 
clarify w h a t  the sampling interval is going to be, BPA prefers 
t h t  i o 0  feet f~ uned instead of 200 feet due to the possibility 
o f  paglt releasee smaller than 500 gallons which may not travel as 
fm and may not  be detected if a 200-foot aampling i n t e r n 1  is 

'i'he proposed YSY for  this Y W e  1 field investigation 

. 

Yte EPA is concerned that t h e  proposed FSP may not be ade 

4 l  

. usted. 

The FSP aeeda to apecify the number of soil samples to be 
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taken at each test p i t .  
to be taken in the grounB surface, in the t rench backfill 
directly beneath the p i p  and in t h e  native s o i l  directly below 
the trench. 
tmen be sutficient to provide reliable intormation on the 
contamination of the O m .  

This must include number of soil samplels 

It i s  hQOrtant that the number of s-les to be 

It is u n l i k e l y  tmt tBe O m  have contributed to 6urrace 
S o i l  contamination. Therefore, using the aurface soil 
radiological ~uxvey results for selection of sampling locations 
ia not appropriate. DOE Should acknowledge tnat the radiological 
survey will provide information useful fram the safety standpoint 
and that it may not provide information on contaminated areas due 
to pafat releases f x m  the OF%. DOE BhoUld reevaluate the 
criteria f o r  sampling locations t o  emure that the  OPNL will be 
characterized to the greateat p s a i b l e  extent. 

This FSP proposea that for each test pit, boreholes would be 
drilled along the trench. In addition to this, the PSP needs t o  
include the contingency to drill boreholes perpendicular to the 
pipelines at leaat for those locations where evidence of releases 
i6 encountered. Only in this manner, can DOE determine the 
direction and extent of the spread of a release. 

This workplan f a i l s  to address characterizatfon of soils  
within the: vadoae zone. mie ia a very important component of 
the FS?, since it would proyiae infornation needed to evaluate 
the extent: of Boil contamination within the vadorae zons and to 
study the Eate and transgort of contaminants in the subsurface. 
It i p J  EPA's position t h a t  the PSP needa to include a vadose zone 
monitoring program. EPA reconmeads DOE use the results of test 
pits and borehole sampling activities to focus vadose zone 
monitoring on amaa which are found t o  be contaminated. 

environmental evaluation process, and the phase I/pbase 11 scheme 
set up in the IAG fit together. While all f i e l d  activities 
should be designed and conducted to support; completion of a risk 
u ~ ~ e ~ s m n t  and erntiromcntal evaluation, t h i s  phase I e f f o r t  iB 
restricted to murce definition in support: off closure. The 
Lnfonnation obtained w i l l  ba utilized in assesaing risk from this 
OU, but may not bq sufficient to conclude that task nor to 
conduct environmental wvirluat.f.ons. Same exposure pathways may 
not be ready for f u l l  evaluation until after phase I1 when 
characterization information on other transport m e d i a  such as 
ground water, surface water, a l r  and biota is gathered. 

a goneric guidance n r  approach to be followed when evaluating the 
potential h m  risks an8 environmental impact6 associated with a 
given s i te .  Site-apecific conditiona are not discussed in detail  
nor are nrethods p r w i d e d  for dealing with site-spec3.Fic 
conditiona. The BRA n e e a  to be reviaed to consider and diecusss 
site-specific conditions and applicable approaches. 

This workplan needs to explain how the risk aseesment and 

In addition, the BRA presented in tbia workplan consist8 of 
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Sgsaifia Comment8 

process wastes from the OEWL were forwarded t o  t h e  process waete 
treatment facility {building 7 7 4 ) .  It is uncLear whether m a t e s  
from a l l  buildings u s b g  the OPWL were transferred to building 
774. The text should state the e x t e n t  t o  which OPm waste was 
treated by building 774 and i X  any other treatment Zacilities 
w e r e  used. 

a * S * ; k * z ~  Daue 2 - 5 ,  The ta t  states that  

Soils and 
groundwater can both be directly impacted by a release of 
conta~ninants from the tanks and pipelines. This conceptual W e 1  

*should account for thia poaaibflity and ahould recognize that 
sofls and groundwater c a ~  serve as a secondary contaminant 
SOUrC@8. 

Sectfo-g 2 . . 5 . 2 . u i ~ e l d n e  R elewep. naue 2 -26. This section 
states that the hypothetical plume for a 500 gallon release would 
extend approximately 300 feet along the trench. It is unclear 
how t h i s  300 f e e t  was calculated. 
the respective calculations. 

liberal gince smaller releases of highly concentrated 
c3ntaminaatrs wauld not travel as far and may not be detected if a 
ZOO-foot sampling location interval is =IS&. Tbsrefore, s o i l  
samplirzg loeations should be located closer than 200 fcet. DOE 
should.re-evaluate and justify its assumptions concerning release 
volume and extent of the release. 

This section needs to greaent 

IR atWition, the release volume of: 500 gallons may be too 

-1 icable o -- 
DOE is in t h e  praccda of preparing a site-wide document defining 
all  potential ARARa. 
section until the draft document of potential site-wick ARABS is 
ccqleted and mbndtted to the regulatory agencies. 

Sectfa 7.2.2. Anal-le. m u e  7 - 2 .  This section 
states that PCBa und pesticides are not included on t h e  phase I 
analyte Xtst for OU 9 -  Ebwever, Table 2.6 8tates that, far some 
buildings, there is a possibility that PCBs were discharged to 
the Ovp9L. Also, the text; states t h a t  the assumption regarding 
the absence of PCBs and p?st.icidRR could change in the future  if 
they are detected. Yet if they are not being analyzed for ,  they 
can not be detected. ThereZore, etage 1 sampling activities must 
inuludo ;tPllysifa for these contaminants. Tf It is determined 
that these Contaminants are not present during stage 1, then 
analysis f o r  these parameters can be amitted for stage 2 sampling 
activitioo.. 

BPA reBexwezd the right to comment on this 

p e m . 4 . 1 .  O b i e d .  Dam 7-4 .  One of the objectives 
liated in thfe eection i s  to campile additional data for the 
identifiaation of pumped (force-flow) waste linea. B r l i e r ,  in 
Section 2 . 0 ,  the OPWL ie b 8 B C r h d  a8 urshg only flaw under 

i 
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I gravity drainage. DOB ahould explain t h i s  inconsistency. 
 abl le 7.1.. ~ a b l a  7.1 lists analytical parameters for  Btage 1 
sampling activitfea at OU9. The table contains all wastes 
described as being transferred through the OPWh except fo r  
iodine, phosphate, and ammonium thiocyanate. These contaminants 
shoulc! be included in the analyte liet. 

Figure 7.1 depicts tentative sampling locations for - m e  map does not show locatio- of past releases. m e  map 
snouid snow tae location of known releaaes from the OWL- 

e 7.3, 

$ .  

Qection 7.3.1.1. Stag- D ~ Q P  7-7. This section 
needn to specify the rrumbtr Of BampleS par te8t p i t  to be taken 
from residue of pipelines, pipeline trench back€ill and native 
s o i l e  beneath the pipeline trench. 

Alao, this aection proposes a maxim spacing of 100 feet 
between each test p i t  to be excavated in areas where exact 
release locations coulU not be cliscerneci from historical 
information. 
maximum spacing of 200 feet  along pipeline alignmenta. 
discrepancy ne- to be resolved or explained: 

It: is more l ikely that aurface 80il contamination in the 
O m ,  if any, originated from other areas rather than from OWL 
releases. !tZerefore, aurface mil radiological survey should not 
be use& to pinpoint test p i t  locations. Instead, f i e l d  
radiological  survey should be used from the saFaty standpoint to 
avoid working or to take precautions when conducting f i e l d  
activitfeB OD a contaminated area. 

This contradicts section 7.3.1 which proposes a 
This 

. 

~f groundwater is encountered during the excavation of a 
test pit, EPA rec- taking grwdwater samples. Tnis would 
provide pre1fmin;lry information on groundwater contamination 
whjcch could be uaed when designing the Phase I1 PSP. 

t ion 7.3.1. 2, staq ~ e e L  7- This gection 
states that one of the objective8 of atage 2 activities ia to 
investigate the extent OF contaminated vadoae zone soils.  
However, the proposed field activities for stage 2 do not include 
a vadose monitoring program. This FSP needs to acldreaa vadose 
monitoring. EPA rec-da that at least vadose zone monitoring 
be performed in areas found to be contaminated due to previous 
releases. 

If contamhation is encountered when excavating a test pit, 
then soil boring6 should be placed perpendicular to the pipeline, 
AR well as along the trench. This is the only way to find out. 
the extent and direction Qf the glume. 

9 c  7.4,2. A 8 .  ge i'.=LL PCBS a d  
' ~ B i E d e s t  must b m - l y ~ c a l  parameter list 
during stage 1 activities. If it is.&termined that thetae 



TO 93314401 P.08 

contaminants ar& not present h t  he OPWL, then analysis for these 
parameters m8t be omitted from stage 2 sample analyais. 

=le 7.2. This table needs to be changed according to the 
cananent8 on the FSP section. 

Section 8.3.5. P-na. wffe 8-9. The risk 
assessment Section Ufscuases the use of models to describe the 
fate and trmsport  of ContCLminbnts in dttermfning exposure point 
concentrathws. No sgeciFic models are mentioned. DOE should 
specifically reference models it may use to determine exposure 
point concentrdtions for  the baseline risk asaeaament. 

Section 9 & - . 3 . 1 .  2- -and The 
text states the control  andt management of the area f o r  weeds 
allows limited plant growth. It ahould be noted that the 
application of herbicides could aerve as a source of 
contamination for OU9. 

. 

Section. 9.22.7 - w u  Site Data a nd 
znfonnatioo. x)acIp. 9 - 2 9 ,  The t ex t  describes studies conducted at 
Rocky Plats 01) radionuclide uptake, reteetion, and effects on 
p l a t  and animal, but daan riot provide a citation for the 
atudies. Beferanceer should be provided for a l l  the studies to be 
used for baeic information. 

Sect ion 9.3.2,..DOOs fc-act ivitv-pe 9 - 3 9 ;  The text 
state8 that the genakal data quelity objectivee (DQOs) f o r  the 
environmental evaluation are provided In section 9.1.2.3. There 
is no section 9-1.2.3 in the workplan and the discussion on DQ9a 
shoald be prwfded. 

TOTRL P. 08 


